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REMARKS 

This is in response to the Office Action mailed on Jknuary 9, 2006 in v^ich all of 
pending claims 1, 3-18, 20-34 and 36-39 were rejected. With this Response, no further 
amendments are made to the pending claims, Reconsidemtion and allowance of pending claims 
1, 3-18, 20-34 and 36-39 are respectfully requested in view of the following comments. 



Claims 

Independent claim 1 recites a method of providing Resource-Event- Agent (REA) model 
based security. The method includes the steps of ''identLfying an REA defined association of a 
type which dictates ownership between a first object and a second object in an REA modcF^ 
and "creaung an association class object for the REA defined association between the first 
object and the second object, the association class object having properties detining security 
between the first object and the second object." Independent claim 18 recites a computer 
readable medium with the same limitations. Independent claim 34 recites a system for 
providing security which includes similar Jimitations. The system includes "a Resource-Event- 
Agent (RJ5A) model configured to implement a first object, a second object, and an REA 
defined association of a type which dictates ownership between the first object and the second 
object." The system of claim 34 also inclMes "a security model configured to implement an 
association class object for the REA define 1 association between ttxe first object and the second 
object in the REA model, such that properties of the association class object define security 
between tlie first object and the second object." 



I 



Claim Reiecnons and Arguments 



In section 2 of the Office Action, cUims 1, 3-18, 20-34 and 36-39 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Boozer et al. (U.S.liPatent Pub. No. 2004/0205355* 
Al) in view of Tingey (U.S. Patent Pub. No: 2004/0133583). In support of the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a), the Office Action suil^ that Boozer et si. (hereafter Boozer) teach "a 
method/syMtem/computer readable medium! for providing Resource-Event- Agent (REA) model, 
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based security." More specifically, the Office Action slated jthat Boozer teach the steps of 
'*[i]deiitifj'iiig an REA defined association of a type which diotates ownership between a first 
object and a second object,'* and "[c]reating an association classifor the REA defined association 
between the first object and the second object, the association class defining security betvveen the 
fii$t object and the second object." The assertion that Boozer toadies these steps is respectfiiliy 
traversed. 

Y 1 

In support of this traversal, it is noted fliat, also in section 2 of the Office Action, the 
Bcaminer acknowledges ttial Boozer does not teach each of thdse steps. Specifically, the Office 
Action stiites that Boozer "does not specifically teach REA models and wherein creating the 
• association class object for the association between the first objict and tlie second object farther 
comprises creating an association class object having propertiejs defining security between the 
first object and the second object." In fact, however, since Boozer does not teach REA models, 
REA defined associations of types which dictate ownership, an^or association clas$ objects for 
the REA defined associations between objects, this reference sictually fails to teach or suggest 
either of the steps of method claim 1. The same is true for lihe corresponding limitations in 
computer- readable medium independent claim 18 and system clajjm 34. 

The shortcomings of Boozer in satisfying a prima facie dpnclusion of obviousness against 
the pending claims are also not overcome by Tingey. The OJpce Action asserts that Tingey 
teaches REA models and the limitation of creating association class objects for an association 
between tlie fijst object and the second object, with the association class object having properties 
defining security between the first object and the second object Specifically, the Office Action 
references paragraph 0066 of Tingey as providing such a teaching. These assertions regarding the 
disclosure of Tingey are respectfijlly traversed as well. 

Tijigey teach a record-esrtensible event accounting sllnictoie or approach which is 
compatible with the resource, event and agent orientation of the 'REA model. See for example, 
Tingey at paragraphs 0009, 0059 and 0060. As such, Tingey m ikes general references to REA 
models and some aspects of REA model structure. However, like Boozer, Tingey does not teach 
the step ol "creating an association class object for the REA defilied association between the firsti 
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object and the second object, the association class object hairing properties definmg security 

between the first object and ihe second object,*' which is recited in independent claims 1 and 18. 

Nor does lingey teach the similar limitation in independent system claim 34 of "a security model 

configured to implement an association class object for the REA defined association betweai the 

first object and the second object in the REA model, such that properties of the association class 

object define security between the first object and the secosid object." In feet, the Tingey 

publication does not show^ discuss, or make any refe:ence to Etfesociation class objects for REA 

defined associations between a first object and a second object. Iwithout teaching the association 

class object recited in the rejected claims, it is not possible for Tibgey to teach thM the association 

class object has properties defining security between the firstl and second objects, as is also 

specifically required in each of the rejected claims. 

In paragraph 0066 of Tingey, which was cited by jdie Ofifice Action as teaching 

association class objects and the definition of security using asjsociation class objects, no such 

teaching is actually provided. Paragraph 0066 of Tingey states thilt: 

Security and stability of data in the proposed architectuije are factors in the 
selection of standardized event summary and detail reclords. Of course, a 
record-extensible structure, such as is described hereim, is possible only 
thiough use of classification and hierarchy establishing jpols and concepts 
along with relational models. Use of both lands of mddels are critical to 
successful implementation of a functional security mdkel. By definition, 
security itself is a hierarchical phenomenon, namely thaif rights are granted 
to hidividuals and organizations based on some fomsl of classification. 
Thus, an approach based on hierarchic as weU as relaikonal structures is 
viable to the degree that such tree-based classificijtion systems are 
aviiilable to secure and to organize the data. As an exaiAple of how such a 
record-extensible environment functions, three composite "Big E" events 
are outlhaed. 1! 



While Tingey does briefly mention the general concept of "security", this reference does not teach 
or suggest that security between a first object and a second ob|ect is dejRned in an association 
class object created for an REA defmed association between thei first and second object. Instead, 
Tingey only state that security is based upon granting rights t|p individuals and organizations 
based some form of classification using tree-based classification sVslems- 
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1 

As is well established, the Examiner bears the initial b^riien of factually supporting any 
prima facie conclusion of obviousness. If the Examiner doesjiot produce a prima facie case, 
the Appbcant is under no obligation to submit evidence of (lonobviousness." See MPEP § 
2142. 'To establish optima facie case of obviousness, three ^asic criteria must be met First, 
there muist be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the a': 
combine reference teachings. Second, thae must be a reas^Jiiable expectation of success. 
Finally, tlie prior art reference (or references when combined!) must teach or suggest ail the 
claim limitations." (Emphasis added). See MPEP § 2142. 

It lias been shown that neither ofBoozer or Tingey teacii |or suggest the limitation found 
in independent claims 1 and 18 of "creating an association ciiiss object for the REA defined 
association between the first object and the second object, thei association class object having 
properties defining security between the first object and the second object." Using the same 
analysis, it has been shown that neither of Boozer or Tmg;iy teach or suggest the claim 
limitation found in independent claim 34 of "a security mod jl configured to implement an 
association class object for the REA defined association betwee'a the lirst object and the second 
object in ihe REA model, such that properties of the associaion class object delSne security 
between tlie first object and the second object." Since the cornl^ination ofBoozer and Tingey 
do not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, a prima fA:ie case of obviousness has not 
been estaliUshed for any of the independent or dependent damis, and the rejection of all 
pending clauns should be withdrawn. AdditionaUy, the dependent claims are believed to 
contain additional limitations wliich are neither taught or suj Rested by either of Boozer or 
Tingey. Consequently, it is respectfuUy submitted that indepenjlent clauns 1, 18 and 34 are in 
aUowable form, along with dependent claims 3-17, 20-33, and ii29. It is therefore respectfully 
requested xhat the rejection of all pending claims be withdrawn. | 
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Tlie Director is authorized to charge any fee deficiency rejquired by this paper or credit any 
ovetpayment to deposit account No. 23-1 123, 

Respectfully subm' i 



WESTMAN, CI 



LIN & KELLY, PA. 




John D- Veldhuis- 
Suite 1400 - Intemitional 
90Q Second Avent 
Minneapolis, Minilesota 
Phone: (612)334- 
Fax: (612)334-33 



Jflroeze, RegrNo. 38^54 

Centre 
^ South 

55402-3244 

2 



JVK>gnie 



il 013/013 



PAGE13l13<R(^AT4/im4;05:l)2PM(MstemDay09htTiine]'SVR^^ 



This Page is Inserted by IFW Indexing and Scanning 
Operations and is not part of the Official Record 

BEST AVAILABLE IMAGES 

Defective images within this document are accurate representations of the original 
documents submitted by the applicant. 

Defects in the images include but are not limited to the items checked: 

□ BLACK BORDERS 

□ IMAGE CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SffiES 

□ FADED TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ BLURRED OR ^LEGIBLE TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES 

□ COLOR OR BLACK AND WHITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

□ GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 

^^lisfES OR MARKS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 

□ REFERENCE(S) OR EXHIBIT(S) SUBMITTED ARE POOR QUALITY 

□ OTHER: 

IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 
As rescanning these documents will not correct the image 
problems checked, please do not report these problems to 
the IFW Image Problem Mailbox. 



